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BETTING ON THE UNDERDOG: BRICOLAGE AS AN ENGINE OF RESOURCE 
ADVANTAGE 
ABSTACT 
Resource-based theory posits that firms achieve high performance by controlling resources 
that are rare, valuable and costly for others to duplicate or work around. Yet scholars have been 
less successful understanding processes and behaviours by which firms develop such resources. 
We draw on the behavioral theory of bricolage from the entrepreneurship literature to suggest 
one such mechanism by which firms may develop such resource-based advantages. The core of 
our argument is that idiosyncratic bundling processes synonymous with bricolage behavior may 
create advantageous resource positions by (i) allowing resource constrained firms to allocate 
more of their limited resources to activities that they view as more strategically important, and 
(ii) increasing the difficulties other firms face in trying to imitate these advantages. Based on this 
reasoning we develop several hypotheses which we test in the context of several samples from a 
large, longitudinal, Australian study of new firm development. The results support our arguments 
that bricolage will improve a firms’ overall resource positions while generating more areas of 
strong resource advantage and fewer areas of strong resource disadvantage.  We find little 
support, however, for our arguments that bricolage will make a firms’ key resource advantages 
more difficult for other firms to imitate. We find some support for our argument that the role of 
bricolage in creating resource advantages will be enhanced by the quality of the opportunity with 
which a firm is engaged. 
Keywords: Resource-Based Theory, Bricolage, Resource Development. 
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INTRODUCTION 
The large body of research concerning “resource based theory” (RBT) rests on the idea 
that firms sometimes develop and organize to exploit resources that are rare, valuable, and costly 
for other firms to duplicate or work around. Scholars have had only limited success, however, in 
exploring the processes and behaviors that lead firms to generate these advantageous resource 
positions. This gap – the failure to explain where resource advantages come from – is perhaps 
the most important weakness in RBT and the greatest threat to its ability to offer an adequate 
explanation of competitive advantage.  Even as RBT continues to develop and expand, absent are 
better explanations of where resource advantages come from and  it remains limited both in its 
explanatory power and its practical usefulness (Alvarez and Barney 2002; Hoopes, Madsen et al. 
2003; Barney and Clark 2007).  
In this paper, we develop and test theory that explains how firms may develop resource 
advantages and overcome resource disadvantages relative to competing firms by engaging in 
bricolage. Recent work on the behavioral theory of bricolage (BTB) suggests pathways through 
which firms may create resource advantages. Consistent with ideas introduced by Penrose 
(1959), BTB rests on the notion that resources are what firms make of them, and that firms 
construct idiosyncratic bundles of heterogeneous resources as they engage with new challenges 
while making do with the resources at hand.  The core of our argument is that idiosyncratic 
bundling processes may create advantageous resource positions in two ways: by allowing 
resource constrained firms to increase the allocation of their limited resources to activities that 
they view as more strategically important, and also by increasing the difficulties other firms face 
in trying to imitate these advantages. We develop theory that explores these pathways and derive 
# 14516 
3 
hypotheses about the possibilities and limitations of improving firms’ competitive resource 
positions through bricolage.  
We test our hypotheses in the context of several samples from a longitudinal, Australian 
study of new firm development. The results support our arguments that bricolage will improve 
firms’ overall resource positions while generating more areas of strong resource advantage and 
few areas of strong resource disadvantage.  We find little support, however, for our arguments 
that bricolage will make firms’ key resource advantages more difficult for other firms to imitate. 
We find some support for our argument that the role of bricolage in creating resource advantages 
will be enhanced by the quality of the opportunity with which a firm is engaged. 
This paper contributes to RBT by suggesting a new explanation for how firms may 
sometimes create resource advantages through commonplace sets of patterned behaviors. It 
contributes to the BTB by beginning to tease out pathways through which the idiosyncrasies of 
bricolage may create resource advantages and by identifying some of the limitations of these 
advantages. We believe that ours is the first large scale empirical test of bricolage and we 
contribute to future research in this area by developing and introducing the first survey measure 
of bricolage. In addition, unlike prior work on bricolage, which has focused on inductive studies 
of small numbers of highly resource constrained firms, our study examines bricolage behaviors 
across firms with a broad spectrum of resource endowments.  
THEORY AND HYPOTHESES 
It is now commonplace for scholars – both supporters and critics – to point out that RBT 
lacks an adequate explanation of how firms generate the resource advantages that underlie 
superior competitive performance. Resource advantages may come from a variety of sources, 
including monopoly positions guarded by patents or trade secrets and from “luck”. There is no 
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comprehensive and agreed upon theory of where resource advantages come from, and we 
suggest that at this point in the development of RBT it makes sense to develop theories that 
explain specific sources of potential advantage. It is important to note that RBT argues 
persuasively that any reliable source of resource advantage is likely by its reliability to be 
imitable and that at best, we are likely to be able to explain potential sources of advantage, rather 
than anything like reliable road maps.  
We develop and test theory suggesting that bricolage can be one important source of 
resource advantage. RBT and BTB are linked through common ties to the basic logic of 
Penrose’s explanation of how firms develop heterogeneous sets of resources while operating in 
similar environments. Penrose noted that even if firms might start with ostensibly similar sets of 
resources, those resources could provide different sets of “services” to firms depending on the 
capabilities of firm managers to perceive and act upon new ways to combine and apply the 
resources.  Because different managers with different talents and experiences would see different 
ways to use and bundle the resources, their behavior would result in resource heterogeneity 
among competing firms. This heterogeneity is a foundational assumption of RBT, which relies 
on it as a starting point to explain relative competitive performance (e.g., Barney, 1986).   
Penrose – and the many scholars whose work she shaped – provided limited theoretical 
guidance as to the concrete behaviors and processes that might generate this heterogeneity. 
Research in BTB, in contrast, appears to shed some light on a potentially important source of the 
heterogeneity that RBT assumes. Baker and Nelson (2005:333) provided an integrative definition 
of bricolage as “making do by applying combinations of the resources at hand to new problems 
and opportunities.” They explained that “making do” includes a bias for action and tendency to 
test limitations and sometimes ignore common practice and standards in favor of 
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experimentation and willingness to deal with the results. The “resources at hand” include both 
the resources already controlled and those that the entrepreneur can obtain (for example through 
social networks) cheaply or for free. Finally, the combination of resources for new purposes 
captures the creative element of finding ways to extract new services from existing resources by 
constructing novel combinations.  
Empirical BTB research has examined processes and behaviors through which ostensibly 
low value resources take on new value by being bundled in idiosyncratic ways and applied to 
new challenges, thus producing the sorts of heterogeneity among competing firms that Penrose 
and RBT assume. This suggests that BTB may have considerable potential to contribute to our 
understanding of the “front end” of RBT. For example, Garud and Karnoe (2003) show how a 
variety of scavenged and other inexpensive parts were combined to create windmills that 
economically outperformed competing windmills dependent on breakthrough engineering 
supported by custom-designed and manufactured inputs. Baker and Nelson (2005) explicitly 
described bricolage as the creation of new resources and speculated that a better understanding of 
bricolage processes might help to address longstanding questions about the source of the 
advantage-producing resources assumed by RBT.  Barney and Clark, reviewing the body of 
work in RBT noted the need for new insights and theory into the resource creation processes that 
underline firm advantages, and argued that bricolage may provide “an alternative to economic 
logic that resource-based theorists might be able to borrow in developing a theory of where 
resources come from” (Barney & Clark , 2007: 258). However, studies of bricolage to-date have 
uncovered evidence of heterogeneity but little systematic evidence of resource advantages 
relative to competitors (e.g., Ciborra, 1996; Garud and Karnoe, 2003; Stark, 1996). Moreover, 
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prior work in BTB suggests that bricolage – particularly when it is applied non-selectively – may 
also reduce the likelihood of firm growth.  
Bricolage and Resource Advantage 
 Most research has investigated bricolage as a response to severe resource constraints, 
largely as a coping mechanism for asset-poor and otherwise seemingly disadvantaged firms. For 
resource poor firms, bricolage can create a degree of decoupling between resources and 
outcomes that sometimes permits them to do better than their resource levels would predict. 
Here, we generalize this argument to propose that at any given level of resources, the behaviors 
involved in bricolage can decouple resources from outcomes in ways that may generate patterns 
of resource advantage. Our theory rest on a basic and well-supported assumption that most 
nascent and young (henceforth: entrepreneurial) firms do not have adequate resources to perform 
every task and function well (Aldrich and Auster 1986; USGPO 1992; Holtz-Eakin, Joulfaian et 
al. 1994; Winborg and Landstrom 2001) and we argue that finding ways to improve allocation of 
limited resources can produce resource advantages and sometimes make them harder to imitate.  
Established industries are characterized by “recipes,” (Spender, 1989:6) defined as “what 
everyone who knows this industry understands,” and as an element of “what experienced 
managers take uncritically as professional common sense.” Industry recipes indicate the 
“appropriate resources” for constructing a business (Spender, 1989: 177) and how those 
resources are to be combined.  They provide guidance to industry participants about how to 
allocate investments in a business across what are considered to be essential assets and activities. 
For individuals, recipes function as heuristics or cognitive shortcuts (Busenitz and Barney 1997; 
Thaler and Sunstein 2004) that reduce the likelihood that those who in the industry will 
mindfully consider alternatives (Fiol and O'Connor 2003; MacKay, Masrani and McKiernan 
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2006; Matthyssens, Vandenbempt and Berghman 2006).  Using Weick’s (1979) terms, firms 
enact their resource environments by following rather than actively testing the recipes and 
associated resource limitations they face.  
Industry recipes are an important source of homogeneity across firms. Firms following 
the recipe similarly attempt to acquire and deploy the appropriate resources and combine them 
properly in order to perform at a high level across all essential activities.  Prior research, 
however, has shown that some entrepreneurs intentionally and deliberately reject normative 
industry practices (Cliff, Devereaux-Jennings and Greenwood, 2006). Similarly, as we describe 
in detail below, firms that engage in bricolage may productively challenge industry recipes in 
several ways, potentially generating advantages compared to firms with similar levels of 
financial investment.  As noted above bricolage research has suggested that tightly resource-
constrained firms may use bricolage to make do without particular resources considered 
necessities by competing firms. When firms use bricolage selectively (Baker & Nelson, 2005) it 
may allow them to conserve resources in areas they view as less essential and thereby allow them 
to concentrate  their limited resources on a more focused set activities that they view as essential 
or strategically important.  Extending this logic to sets of competing firms more generally, those  
firms that are able through bricolage to render other firms’ expensive necessities optional may 
gain the ability to focus on positioning their resources in a manner that generates advantages, 
rather than simply following a recipe.  
BTB suggests two very general mechanisms and one less general pathway through which 
bricolage enables firms to generate resource advantages. First, bricolage violates both the 
appropriate ingredients and guidance about how to combine them prescribed in industry recipes. 
As noted above, it involves trying to find, often through active trial and error learning, 
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combinations of non-standard resources available cheaply or for free. To the degree an 
entrepreneur can create combinations of inexpensive resources to fulfill functions that competing 
firms perceive (following the recipe) require expensive special purpose assets, the entrepreneur 
may conserve financial (and other resources) which may be reallocated toward creating resource 
advantages in other areas.  
Second, bricolage includes a refusal to simply accept existing standards and a willingness 
to experiment in order to see how badly standards can be violated before serious problems ensue. 
This means that entrepreneurs engaged in bricolage may follow a strategy of trying to find out 
what is “good enoughi” performance in many part of their business, forgoing niceties such as 
“continual improvement” broadly across the firm. Instead, the entrepreneur engaged in bricolage 
has the opportunity to decipher what is “good enough” performance in some – perhaps non-
central or non-customer facing parts of the business –  and to accept “good enough” as good 
enough. To the extent that discovering and accepting such non-essential performance weaknesses 
saves the entrepreneur time and or money that can be devoted to creating resource advantages 
that are more relevant to performance, the active management of “good enough” may be another 
source of resource advantage in areas for which the firm believes it is essential to concentrate its 
efforts. . While firms not doing bricolage but following the recipe may be using a strategy that 
says “we must repair our weaknesses before we can build advantages,” firms engaged in 
bricolage will be more likely to say, “let’s focus on building resource advantages before we 
worry about overcoming all of our existing weaknesses.”  In Garud and Karnoe’s (2003) 
discussion of bricolage in the windmill industry, efforts to engage in “breakthrough” engineering 
in order to meet the standard of creating a nearly perfect product stymied efforts to market a 
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product that would meet customer needs and allowed firms competing instead through bricolage 
and acceptance of good enough solutions in many areas to gain competitive advantage.  
In addition, BTB suggests a third, less general pathway through which bricolage might 
generate resource advantages. Entrepreneurs frequently start with resources that are both limited 
and without any particular advantage and must find ways to attract and combine resources in 
ways that allow them to do something distinctively well (Brush, Greene & Hart, 2006). As Levi-
Strauss (1967:17) suggests and later research supports, bricolage can on occasion “reach brilliant 
unforeseen results.” That is, the willingness to engage in high levels of learning-by-doing, 
creating unique combinations of resources and seeing how they work, will sometimes, but 
probably not on average, directly create resource advantages for firms that engage in bricolage.  
In summary, by applying combinations of the resources at hand to supplant the need for 
some expensive special purpose assets, and by willingness to accept “good enough” as a standard 
in some parts of the firm, entrepreneurs may free up financial and other resources from activities 
that are not essential to generating an advantage and thus be able to apply them to activities 
perceived to be more strategically important, allowing the generation of advantages in these 
areas. In addition to these “indirect” mechanisms through which bricolage supports the creation 
of resource advantages, the use of bricolage in strategically important areas may sometimes 
directly generate unique resource advantages.  
H1a: Entrepreneurial firms that engage in higher levels of bricolage will generate 
better overall resource advantages for a given level of investment than will firms 
that engage in less bricolage. 
  
 The active and creative exploration of the limits of “making do” may provide 
entrepreneurial firms with superior knowledge, relative to firms following the recipe more 
closely, about which functions can be safely “starved” for resources and which functions cannot 
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be safely under resourced. This can lead to two specific sources of resource advantage for firms 
that engage in bricolage, relative to firms with similar levels of investment that do less bricolage. 
First, by learning which functions are more and less likely to cause competitive problems if they 
are under resourced, firms may skillfully focus its constraints on areas that are unlikely to 
generate strong disadvantages. Second, by selectively allocating more resources to areas 
perceived to be potential sources of advantage, firms may generate more areas of strong resource 
advantage. 
 
H1b: Entrepreneurial firms that engage in higher levels of bricolage will generate 
fewer areas of strong resource disadvantage for a given level of investment than will 
firms that engage in less bricolage.  
 
H1c: Entrepreneurial firms that engage in higher levels of bricolage will generate 
more areas of strong resource advantage for a given level of investment than will 
firms that engage in less bricolage. 
 
 
Bricolage and Inimitability 
Importantly, bricolage is often a messy trial-and-error process that combines resources 
not designed to work well together. It typically requires tinkering repeatedly, both alone and with 
whatever help one can call upon from one’s social network. Its solutions are often inelegant and 
idiosyncratic, resulting from an accretion of improvisational and pre-planned actions which 
occur in a process during which goals may have been adapted. For example, Baker and Nelson’s 
(2005:335) discussion of research using bricolage to study information system development 
(e.g., Ciborra and Lanzara 1990; Lanzara 1999) noted that this work describes a “meandering 
and path dependent trajectory dominated not by clear vision and careful a priori planning but by 
serendipitous combinations of existing programs, pasted-up solutions, and failed components put 
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to unexpected uses.” As a result, the outcomes of bricolage may appear both to participants and 
to observers as ambiguous, path-dependent and socially complex.  
The most striking published example of HCB producing causal ambiguity and social 
complexity is probably Ciborra’s (1996) description of a decade in the history of Italian 
technology firm Olivetti, during which it sustained some advantages while creating and losing 
others. Ciborra argued that bricolage led the firm to be a “confused and inefficient (1996: 103)” 
but a highly adaptive competitive organizational “platform”: “From a structural point of view, 
the platform is the resilient outcome manufactured from the ingenious reconciliation of existing 
organizational mechanisms and forms, picked by management according to subjective and 
situated plans and interpretations… From a cognitive point of view the platform works as a 
collective, cognitive engine enacted by a pool of flexible human resources for exploring and 
trying out multiple combinations of old and new organizational arrangements (Ciborra, 1996: 
104).” 
RBT theorists argue that such causal ambiguity, social complexity and path-dependence 
create important barriers to imitation in part because not only competitors but firm managers 
themselves are likely to be unclear about how firm resources translate into advantages (Barney & 
Clark, 2007).  This means that competitors cannot successfully imitate a firm’s advantages 
simply by hiring away its managers. In contrast to firms that engage in bricolage, firms that 
instead follow (Levi-Strauss 1967; Garud and Karnoe 2003; Baker 2007) the industry recipe, or 
which carefully engineer solutions in a way that leads to specifying and acquiring exactly the 
right resources may be more likely to create transparency in the causal links between resources 
and advantages, thereby increasing imitability.  This suggests that key resource advantages 
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created through bricolage may be more difficult to imitate than advantages created through less 
ambiguous, complex or path dependent processes. 
H2: The key areas of resource advantage generated by entrepreneurial firms that 
engage in higher levels of bricolage will be more difficult to imitate than the key 
areas of resource advantage generated by firms that engage in less bricolage at a 
given level of investment. 
 
Quality of opportunity and quality of bricolage 
 To this point we have not theorized explicitly about how firms may differ in how skilled 
or disciplined a manner they may engage in bricolage. Instead, we have built our argument more 
simply on contrasts between firms that engage in higher versus lower levels of bricolage 
activities, with an underlying assumption that on firms will make sensible decisions – or learn 
through trial and error – to apply bricolage in a manner that creates benefits on average. As 
noted, prior research has found that engaging non-selectively in bricolage, for example, engaging  
in what Baker & Nelson (2005) called “parallel” bricolage across many activities,  can cause a 
variety of dysfunctional outcomes, including lack of growth and low quality products and 
services.  More skillful use and decisions about when to use bricolage may be important 
determinants of the quality of results it generates (Hatton 1989; Dent and Hatton 1996; Chao 
1999; Baker and Nelson 2005). As we noted above, bricolage can on occasion “reach brilliant 
unforeseen results (Levi-Strauss, 1967:17),” but much prior research shows that solutions 
rendered through bricolage are often mundane and barely satisfactory. Perhaps relatedly, many 
of the entrepreneurs engaged in bricolage appear mainly as “n’er do wells” (Reed Nelson, 2009, 
personal communication) who engage in bricolage as a form of laziness and a “survival” strategy 
for their firms.  
# 14516 
13 
 In addition, other work (Baker & Nelson, 2005; Senyard et al., 2010) has suggested that 
entrepreneurs may benefit most from bricolage when they focus their firm’s use of bricolage in a 
disciplined way on overcoming particular resource constraints, rather than as  a cheap means of 
continually tinkering with their organizations or pursuing new opportunity they perceive. One 
condition in which such focus and discipline may be elicited is when entrepreneurs perceive the 
primary opportunities with which they are engaged to be promising enough that it elicits 
discipline and focus in its pursuit. On this basis, we theorize that productive use of bricolage is 
more likely when an entrepreneurial firm is engaged with what appears to be a promising growth 
opportunity that may elicit strong work motivation, discipline and attempts to learn. The 
combination of high levels of bricolage as a means to transcend some resource limitations, and 
strong opportunities to elicit hard work and performance will increase the chances that bricolage 
will be associated with a variety of positive outcomes. Thus, 
H3: The quality of the opportunity toward which entrepreneurial firms are oriented 
will moderate the positive results expected from high levels of bricolage. 
 
METHOD 
To test our hypotheses we conducted a large-scale longitudinal survey of nascent and 
young firms. The firms were surveyed twice, one year apart, to examine the influence bricolage 
behaviour has on the development of resource-based advantages. Hypotheses 1 and 2 were tested 
using a random sample of firms.  Since a random sample of firms contains few high 
potential(HP) firms (Reynolds and Miller (1992)), we collected a separate sample of these  firms 
to test Hypothesis 3, which is concerned with the moderating effect of the quality of 
entrepreneurial opportunity.   
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Sample and Data Collection 
The random samples 
Random samples of “nascent firms” (NF) and “young firms” (YF) were obtained by 
screening 30,105 adults using random digit dialing to identify if they were currently engaged as 
an (part) owner-manager of a NF or YF. This process yielded 977 NF and 1,011 YF. Of these, 
625 NF and 561 YF (representing response rates of 62% and 54% respectively of eligible cases) 
completed the wave 1 interview. Of these NF, we were able to recontacted and interview 493 a 
year later (79% response rate), of which 328 were still continuing businesses. For YF, we 
reinterviewed 473 (84% response rate) of which 385 were still continuing businesses. Hence our 
random samples for analysis are 328 NF and 385 YF. 
In order to qualify for inclusion as a NF or YF spokesperson the respondent first had to 
answer affirmatively to at least one of the following questions: 
1. Are you, alone or with others, currently trying to start a new business, including any self-
employment or selling any goods or services to others? 
2. Are you, alone or with others, currently trying to start a new business or a new venture for 
your employer, an effort that is part of your normal work? 
3. Are you, alone or with others currently the owner of a business you help manage, including 
self-employment or selling any goods or services to others? 
Both categories of respondents also had to confirm that they were (or intended to be) 
owners or part owners of the (emerging) firm. Further, for the NF category they had to confirm 
they had undertaken some concrete ‘start-up behaviour’ such as looking for equipment or a 
location, organizing a start-up team, working on a business plan, etc., within the last 12 months. 
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Otherwise, or else they were deemed under qualified. Conversely, if they confirmed that the 
firm’s revenues had exceeded expenses for six of the last 12 months they were deemed over 
qualified (and instead tested for eligibility in the YF category). Finally, the preliminary YF cases 
were retained if they confirmed that they started “trading in the market doing the type of business 
you are currently doing” in 2004 or later.  
The high potential samples 
Traditionally, finding nascent firms in sufficient quantities has been a daunting challenge. 
To identify ‘high potential’ businesses at an early stage for the purpose of comparing their 
characteristics with ‘regular’ start-ups is a very challenging task (Aldrich 1999).   As previously 
mentioned, there is no agreed-upon definition of ‘high potential businesses’ (Allen and Sterns 
2004). Second, by any meaningful definition they are rare, so obtaining a sizeable sample of 
them is even more difficult than is sampling ‘regular’ start-ups at an early stage (before they 
appear in any registers) (Reynolds, 1997; Wong, Ho, & Autio, 2005).  
Recognising some of the challenges with this cohort, we sought to identify a diverse 
sample of high potential nascent firms. A variety of techniques were also employed to develop a 
multi level dataset of sources to develop leads and firm details.  This dataset was generated from 
a variety of websites including major stakeholders including the Federal and State Governments, 
Australian Chamber of Commerce, University Commercialisation Offices, Patent and Trademark 
Attorneys, Government Awards and Industry Awards in Entrepreneurship and Innovation, 
Industry,  the Australian Venture Capital Association, innovation directories including Australian 
Technology Showcase, Business and Entrepreneurs Magazines. The use of many different 
sources serves to minimise any particular bias in the sample. 
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In total, over 480 industry, association, government and award sources were generated in 
this process.  Of these, 74 discrete sources generated high potential ventures that fulfilled the 
criteria. The ‘suspected’ HP cases were subjected to an expanded, customised screening using a 
combination of criteria relating to: 
1. Human capital:education, management experience, and start-up experience (adapted 
from measures developed in Vesper (1990), Cooper & Gimeno-Gascon (1992), and Stuart and 
Abetti (1990)). 
2. Aspirations growth orientation(adapted from measures developed in (Denis and Solomon 
(2001), Stewart and Roth (2001), and Davidsson and Delmar (1997)) 
3. Technological sophistication and novelty (innovation; IP protection); and being in a 
‘growth friendly’ industry (adapted from measures developed in Allens and  Stern (1994)  
and  Dahlqvist (2007)).  
A compensatory scoring system was developed such that no particular characteristic was 
necessary for high potential status whereas a predefined total score had to be reached across the 
dimensions. Cases that reached this pre-defined total score were included in the study and 
subjected to the full length interview. The criteria for distinguishing between NF and YF were 
the same as in the random sample.    
In the oversample, 1116 firms were contacted as high potential cases.  331 cases agreed to 
participate in the screener, with 279 firms (134 Nascents, and 140 Young firms) successfully 
passing the high potential criteria.  222 Firms (108 Nascents and 113 Young firms) completed 
the full wave 1 interview. Of these 90 and 93 respectively were able to be reinterviewed a year 
later. Of these 82 NF and 88 YF are continuing business and included in the study. 
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Questionnaire and Measures 
The survey instrument was pre-tested on a convenience sample of 71 nascent and young 
firms. After analysis, re-design, programming and internal testing a second pilot test with 
conducted by contacting  1,810 Australian households using random digit dialling (RDD) 
yielding 78 NF or YF founders who completed the full interview.  
Resource-Based Advantages Scales 
We develop scales for measuring resource-based advantages (and disadvantages) for a 
broad-based cohort of entrepreneurial firms. Where possible these scales were adapted from 
earlier work.  
The first set of scales measured the firm’s level of resource-based advantages and 
disadvantages across seven dimensions. We selected dimensions of that previous literature 
suggested often yield resource-based advantages for entrepreneurial firms. Specifically we 
included: networking capabilities (3 items) adapted from Madsen, Ljunggren and Brastad 
(2006); knowledge-based resources of marketing/customer service expertise (3 items) and 
technical expertise (3 items) adapted from Wiklund and Shepard (2003); organisational 
flexibility (2 items); cost-related advantages (4 items) adapted from Brown, davidsson and 
Wiklund, 2001 and Naldi, 2008; opportunity alertness (3 items) a new scale; and product / 
service uniqueness (3 items) a new scale.  
Respondents were asked the degree to which each resource category represented an 
advantage or disadvantage relative to other businesses in their industry on a 5 point response 
scale: Major Disadvantage, Slight Disadvantage, No Advantage or Disadvantage, Slight 
Advantage and Major Advantage.  
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Exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis and reliability analyses were conducted to 
refine and test the scales. One item was dropped from both the marketing expertise and costs-
based advantages scales as the items did not load sufficiently strongly on a single factor. Table 1 
displays a list of items, the final factor structure and reliability analysis for each scale. The 
reliability of each dimension is acceptable with Cronbach’s alpha greater than 0.7. The final 
factor structure reveals each dimension of resource-based advantages is sufficiently distinct, and 
all factor loadings greater than 0.57. 
To construct a measure of the firm’s overall resource-based advantage, we averaged their 
scores across the seven dimensions. To construct a measure of number of areas of strong 
(dis)advantage, we constructed a count (zero to seven) of the number of dimensions for which 
the firm fell into the top (bottom) quartile of firms. 
We also developed a scale to measure the inimitability of a firm’s key resource-based 
advantage. We first asked respondents to nominate the most important resource-based advantage 
of the firm. For this advantage, they were then asked four questions to determine how easy it 
would be for other firms to imitate and/or substitute this resource on a 5 point likert scale. The 
four items are displayed in Table 2. The reliability of the scale is acceptable (Cronbach alpha 
0.7). 
Bricolage Scale 
Bricolage constructs were developed  following  standard protocols for scale development 
(Brown, Davidsson & Wiklund, 2001; DeVellis, 2003). In order to assure face and content 
validity we made sure the items were designed to tap each element of the Baker and Nelson 
(2005, p. 333) definition of bricolage as “making do by applying combinations of the resources 
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at hand to new problems and opportunities.” In the questions we used a response scale where 1 means 
“never” and 5 means “always” (rather than levels of agreement) in order to reflect the behavioral nature 
of the phenomenon. 
From a large list of items we then reduced the number of items through a variety of processes, 
including review by other scholars familiar with the entrepreneurship and bricolage literatures 
and by two rounds of pilot testing.  Exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis and reliability 
analyses were conducted to refine and test the scale items.  After initial tests we decided to drop one 
item due to a negative inter-item correlation in one sub-sample as well as conceptual concerns regarding 
details of the item wording. The remaining 8 items yield a single factor in an exploratory factor analysis 
and a Cronbach alpha of .82.  
The eight items are displayed in Table 3. The reliability of the scale is acceptable 
(Cronbach alpha 0.82). 
Opportunity Quality 
To measure the quality of the opportunity, we use the logarithm of the expected sales after 
five years of operation. 
Control variables 
We have three groups of control variables. The first group of variables account for various 
characteristics that may affect the resource environment of the firm. These include: industry; 
team (versus solo dummy); spouse team (dummy); number of owners; whether it is a home-
based business (dummy); and whether the business is primarily a service (versus product) firm 
dummy. 
The second group of control variables aims to capture some of the heterogeneity 
concerning the ability the firm has to acquire and develop resources. We include three measures 
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of the human capital of the start-up team: education (number of owners with a university 
degree); business start-up experience (number of previous start-up attempts); management 
experience (number of years).  
The third group aims to capture the overall level of resources – money, effort and time – 
that have been invested in the venture. Specific variables for the nascent firms include the 
number of gestation activities completed (of the 31 we measured); the proportion of those 
gestation activities they consider relevant that have been completed, the overall amount of 
money invested in the business (log) and the total number of hours invested in the business. The 
gestation activity variables are available only for nascent firms. For young firms we use annual 
sales (log) as an additional control variable representing firm size. 
Data Analysis Overview 
We conduct separate hierarchical linear regressions for both the samples of nascent and 
young firms to test each of the Hypotheses. To examine hypotheses related to the level of 
resource-based advantages / disadvantages (H1a-c) the dependent variables are the wave 2 
measures of overall resource advantage, number of strong advantages or number of strong 
disadvantages respectively. As a first step in the hierarchical regression we introduce the wave 1 
measure of the dependent variable. In this way, we are controlling for heterogeneity in resource-
based advantages in wave 1, and examining the influence of variables on the change in the 
dependent variable between waves 1 and 2. As a second step the control variables are introduced 
into the model. In a third step our key variable of interest, Bricolage (measured in Wave 1), is 
introduced. Results of the final models are displayed in Table 4. The summary statistics display 
the results for step three, and the change from steps two (control variables). 
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The second hypothesis related to the inimitability of the firm’s key resource-based 
advantage. Inimitability, by definition, should be fairly stable over time as it is something that 
takes other firms some time to overcome. Hence we do not control for the inimitability at Wave 
1. As a first step the control variables are introduced into the model. In a second step our key 
variable of interest, Bricolage (measured in Wave 1), is introduced. Results of the full models are 
displayed in Table 4. 
The final hypothesis (H3) proposed that the influence of bricolage on resource-based 
advantages is moderated by the quality of the opportunity.  To test this hypothesis we use a 
purposive “high potential” sample of nascent and young firms, as our random sample contains 
too few such firms. We consider only one measure of resource-based advantages, namely the 
wave 2 measures of overall resource advantage. Again as a first step in the hierarchical 
regression we introduced the wave 1 measure of the dependent variable. As a second step the 
control variables were introduced into the model. In a third step our key two main effects, 
bricolage (measured in Wave 1) and opportunity quality, are introduced. Finally, the interaction 
of bricolage and opportunity quality is also included. Results of the final models are displayed in 
Table 5.  
RESULTS 
Level of Resource-Based Advantages 
The models account for between 19.6% to 27.1% of the variance (R squared) of a firm’s 
overall resource advantages, number of strong advantages and number of strong disadvantages 
(Table 4). In all cases other than YF for number of strong advantages, we see a significant 
increase in explanatory power when bricolage is introduced to the models. 
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We find that bricolage has a significant positive effect on a firm’s overall resource 
advantage (NF β = 0.137, p<0.01; YF: β = 0.078, p<0.05), confirming H1a. We also find that 
bricolage has a significant positive effect on a firm’s number of strong advantages (NF β = 
0.580, p<0.001; YF: β = 0.188, p<0.1), supporting H1b. Similarly, we find that bricolage has a 
significant negative effect on a firm’s number of strong disadvantages (NF β = -0.267, p<0.05; 
YF: β = -0.339, p<0.01), also providing support for H1c.  
Inimitability of Key Resource-Based Advantage 
The models explain 8.5% and 6.5% of variance (R squared) of inimiatbility of the firm’s 
most important resource advantage (Table 4) for NF and YF respectively. The increase in 
explanatory power when bricolage is introduced to the models is not significant in either case. 
We find that bricolage has a weak significant positive effect on a firm’s inimiatbility of the 
firm’s most important resource advantage for NFs (β = 0.169, p<0.1), but insignificant results for 
YF. This provides some very weak support for H2. 
Opportunity Quality moderating Bricolage’s positive Influenec 
For our “high potential” samples, the models explain 50.4% and 48.9% of variance (R 
squared) of a firm’s overall resource advantages (Table 5) for NF and YF respectively. The 
increase in explanatory power when the main effects are introduced is significant for NF only, 
and the increase in explanatory power of the moderation effects is significant for both NF and 
YF. 
For both NF and YF we find a significant positive moderation by opportunity quality of on 
the positive influence of bricolage on a firm’s overall resource position (NF β = 0.059, p<0.01; 
# 14516 
23 
YF: β = 0.047, p<0.05), providing support for hypothesis H3. Figure 1 graphically displays the 
moderating effect.  
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
We found that firms that engaged in higher levels of bricolage were more likely to 
experience higher levels of overall resource advantage, fewer areas of strong resource 
disadvantage and more areas of strong resource advantage than were firms that engaged in less 
bricolage. These results strongly support our primary theoretical argument which is that at any 
given level of resources, the behaviors involved in bricolage can decouple resources from 
outcomes in ways that allow firms to generate patterns of resource advantages. Prior work on 
BTB has shown that bricolage may allow highly resource constrained firms to decouple 
resources and outcomes in ways that allow them to do better than their resource levels would 
predict. Our results contribute to this stream of work in two fundamental ways.  
First, we link bricolage in a powerful and very general way to resource advantages and 
also begin to uncover the pathways through which this occurs. Our theoretical arguments for this 
linkage were based on both “direct” and “indirect” effects. The direct effects occur when firms 
creatively generate new resources through recombining resources at hand and these resources 
contribute directly to the firms’ advantages.  Indirect effects occur when firms use bricolage to 
achieve results that are “good enough” in some functional areas in order to be able to conserve 
resources for allocation to more important functions and activities. We expect that the “indirect” 
effects are much more general, widespread and easier to achieve than the direct effects, but this 
paper does not allow us to tease out the relative importance of the direct and indirect resource 
enhancement effects of bricolage. This remains an important question for future research.  
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Second, by testing the overall “resource decoupling” argument (Hypotheses 1a-1c) in a 
representative sample of young firms over time, we have demonstrated that BTB transcends the 
“penurious environments” and otherwise deeply resource-constrained contexts in which its 
effects have mainly been observed in prior research. While we believe that a great deal of work 
remains to be done on the role of bricolage in penurious environments, our research opens up 
important new research questions about bricolage as a more generally applicable strategy. In 
particular, given that prior work on bricolage has suggested many pitfalls and problems with 
reliance on bricolage, future research should investigate the benefits and dangers of bricolage 
across a much wider set of contexts. 
 In addition, our finding that the perceived quality of the opportunity positively moderated 
the effects of bricolage on overall level of resource advantage (H3) strongly supports and extends 
prior suggestions that an important driver of whether bricolage produces primarily positive or 
negative effects is the degree of motivation and discipline that characterizes its use. For example, 
Senyard et al. (2010) recently showed that bricolage is more likely to generate positive effects – 
on average – when entrepreneurs’ use it in a relatively narrow and focused way to overcome 
specific resource disadvantage rather than using it as a way to attempt substantial innovations or 
to engage in recurrent rounds of organizational change. Garud & Karnoe’s (2003) work suggests 
that an overarching goal of creating improved windmill technology shaped a process of 
“distributed agency” in which a variety of participants became entrained in an extended process 
of bricolage and created – on a shoestring – new technology that outperformed highly engineered 
and well-funded attempts to create “breakthroughs.” Baker & Nelson showed that firms which 
engaged indiscriminately in high level of so-called “parallel” bricolage generated few advantages 
relative to those who used bricolage in a more disciplined and selective way. We argued that the 
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perceived quality of the opportunity with which the firm was engaged would drive the quality 
and discipline with which bricolage was used and that this would strengthen the overall positive 
impact of bricolage behaviors on the generation of resource advantages. Our results support the 
inference that entrepreneurs may vary greatly in the degree of skill and discipline they 
demonstrate in their use of bricolage.  This has at least two important implications. First, it 
suggests that future research should continue to examine the sources of variation in the level of 
skill and selectivity with which bricolage is applied, and the impact of those variations. Second, 
because differences in the  level of skill and in the ability to make disciplined choices in the use 
of bricolage may strongly influence the generation of resource advantages, it is likely worthwhile 
that bricolage be developed as part of the entrepreneurship curriculum. 
 The support we found for Hypotheses 1a-1c and for Hypothesis 3 strongly support the 
notion that bricolage can be a source of resource advantage. However, Hypotheses 2, which 
explored the degree to which bricolage makes resource advantages more difficult to imitate was 
only very weakly supported. We interpret this as consistent with the primary theme from RBT 
that any generally reliable source of resource advantage is likely to be copied, thereby reducing 
the likelihood of lasting inimitability. But the fact that we found any support at all for this 
hypothesis suggests that bricolage may, under some circumstances, be an engine of difficult to 
imitate resource advantages. Teasing out those circumstances and understanding the mechanisms 
behind these advantages is an important research frontier which we believe holds substantial 
promise for increasing the theoretical and practical substance of resource based theories of firm 
performance and advantage.  
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Table 1: Factor Structure for Resource Advantages Scale 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
A: Expertise in marketing     0.87  0.84
B: Innovative marketers     0.87  0.85
C: Ability to provide excellent customer service (dropped)       
D: Technical expertise 0.46   0.69  0.71
E: Expertise regarding product/service development    0.67  0.64
F: Competence which is difficult to copy     0.75  0.68
G: Purchase prices (dropped)       
H: Labour costs 0.77      0.62
I: Operating costs 0.91      0.84
J: Overhead costs 0.86      0.78
K: Freedom for managers to make and implement fast decisions       0.81 0.78
L: Flexibility to react fast to new trends       0.81 0.79
M: Knowledge of latest industry trends 0.79 0.77
N: Knowlede of latest technological trends 0.83 0.78
O: Knowledge of what the leading customers are asking for 0.57 0.58
P: Ability to use the firm's networks to influence the firm's environment 0.79 0.74
Q: Ability to use the firm's networks to access useful knowledge 0.79 0.77
R: Ability to use personal networks for business purposes 0.77 0.67
S: Product/service uniqueness 0.87 0.79
T: Superior product/service quality 0.66 0.59
U: Distinctive product/service features 0.81 0.76
Eigenvalue 6.11 2.20 1.51 1.24 1.10 0.97 0.86
Cronbach α 0.82 0.78 0.80 0.79 0.70 0.83 0.67
% Cumulative Variance Explained 32.18 43.76 51.73 58.26 64.07 69.19 73.70
Expertise
Construct 
Grouping Survey Item
†
Factors* Corrected 
item-total 
Correlation
Marketing
Cost
Flexibility
Knowledge
Networks
Uniqueness
Notes: † Question Asked: Could you now compare your business to other businesses in your industry. I will read a list of business 
capabilities and resources. For each one, please state if it represents an advantage, disadvantage or no real? All responses were 
coded on a 5-point Scale from 1=Strongly Disagree, 3=Neither Agree nor Disagree, to 5=Strongly Agree. * Factors with an absolute 
value greater than 0.4 were suppressed from the table. 
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Table 2: Factor Results for Robustness of Key Advantage 
 
Notes: † Advantage Question Asked: Considering the advantage you have just identified, would you agree, disagree or neither agree 
nor disagree with the following statements? Disadvantage Question Asked: Considering the disadvantage you have just identified, 
would you agree, disagree or neither agree nor disagree with the following statements? All responses were coded on a 5-point Scale 
from 1=Strongly Disagree, 3=Neither Agree nor Disagree, to 5=Strongly Agree.  § Reverse Coded Question. * Factors with an absolute 
value greater than 0.4 were suppressed from the table. 
 
 
1
A: It would be rather easy for other businesses to copy this advantage§ 0.76 0.50
B: It would take other businesses a long time to copy this advantage 0.78 0.56
C: It would be very costly for other businesses to copy this advantage 0.68 0.41
D: Other businesses could easily match this advantage; although perhaps in a different way§ 0.69 0.42
Eigenvalue 2.11
Cronbach α 0.69
% Cumulative Variance Explained 52.79
Corrected 
item-total 
Correlation
Key Resource 
Advantage 
Inimitability
Construct 
Grouping Survey Item
†
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Table 3: Factor Results for Bricolage 
Factor
1
A: We are confident of our ability to find workable solutions to new challenges by using 
our existing resources. 0.492 0.438
B: We gladly take on a broader range of challenges than others with our resources would 
be able to. 0.601 0.550
C: We use any existing resource that seems useful to responding to a new problem or 
opportunity. 0.649 0.577
D: We deal with new challenges by applying a combination of our existing resources and 
other resources inexpensively available to us 0.677 0.601
E: When dealing with new problems or opportunities we take action by assuming that we 
will find a workable solution. 0.583 0.518
F: By combining our existing resources, we take on a surprising variety of new challenges 0.652 0.591
G: When we face new challenges we put together workable solutions from our existing 
resources. 0.621 0.557
H: We combine resources to accomplish new challenges that the resources weren’t 
originally intended to accomplish. 0.605 0.549
Eigenvalue 3.62
Cronbach α 0.82
% Cumulative Variance Explained 37.51
Corrected item-
total 
Correlation
Bricolage
Construct 
Grouping Survey Item
†
 
Notes: † OK, does the following represent how you never, rarely, sometimes, often, or always go about doing things 
for your start-up? Firstly, … All responses were coded on a 5-point Scale from 1=Never, 3=Sometimes, to 
5=Always. 
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Table 4: Regression Results for Resource Position 
Variables
Industry Dummys (Comparison = Retailing)
Hospitality
-0.342 * -0.120 -0.412 -0.689 0.816 † 0.102 0.128 -0.223
Consumer Services 0.017 -0.039 -0.045 -0.322 -0.160 0.112 -0.111 -0.098
Health, Education & Social Services 0.022 -0.048 0.145 -0.038 -0.163 0.329 0.473 * -0.280
Manufacturing, Mining & Utilities 0.073 0.045 0.144 -0.116 -0.442 -0.317 -0.197 -0.121
Construction & Real Estate
-0.095 -0.027 -0.541 -0.479 0.404 -0.201 0.093 -0.325
Agriculture 0.201 -0.060 0.562 -0.680 † -0.364 -0.217 -0.458 -0.073
Communication & Transportation 0.104 -0.108 0.312 -0.494 -0.491 0.411 -0.517 -0.214
Business Consult., Fin. & Insur. 0.043 -0.014 -0.179 -0.522 † -0.306 -0.278 0.094 -0.315
Business Classification
Home Business
-0.009 -0.040 0.214 -0.112 0.188 -0.015 -0.077 -0.097
Team (vs Solo) 0.029 -0.027 -0.030 -0.005 0.040 -0.043 0.010 0.075
Spouse Team
-0.005 0.092 -0.123 0.183 -0.125 -0.100 -0.094 -0.109
Services (vs Products)
-0.052 -0.116 -0.231 -0.358 0.019 0.454 0.124 0.044
Human Capital
Education
-0.023 0.028 0.024 0.108 0.066 -0.111 0.093 0.421 ** 
Start-up Experience 0.049 0.061 0.028 -0.010 -0.040 -0.223 0.091 0.159
Management Experience
-0.017 0.053 -0.202 0.198 0.100 -0.222 -0.024 0.023
Wave 2 Inimitability of 
Most Important Resource
Nascent Young 
Wave 2 Overall Resource 
Advantage 
Wave 2 Number of Strong 
Advantages
Wave 2 Number of Strong 
Disadvantages
Nascent Young Nascent Young Nascent Young
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Table 4: Regression Results for Resource Position (continued) 
 
† p < 0.1 
* p<.05 
** p<.01 
*** p<.001 
Notes: Tests are two-sided for control variables, and one-sided for hypothesized variable. We report the summary statistics for the final models and the 
change between the model including all control variables and the final model also including Wave 1 Bricolage. 
Variables
Business Advancement & Investments
No. of Gestation Activities
-0.001 0.003 -0.008 0.019
Percentage Relevant Completed 0.006 0.015 -0.018 0.009
Sales (Log) 0.007 0.025 -0.021 0.015
Hours Invested 0.044 0.097 -0.043 0.365 -0.349 -0.330 -0.117 0.227
Investment (Log)
-0.006 -0.004 -0.014 -0.032 0.028 -0.027 -0.013 -0.004
Wave 1 Overall Resource Advantage 0.352 *** 0.419 ***
Wave 1 Number Strong Advantages 0.377 *** 0.406 ***
Wave 1 Number Strong Disadvantages 0.283 *** 0.275 ***
Wave 1 Bricolage 0.137 ** 0.078 * 0.580 *** 0.188 † -0.267 * -0.339 ** 0.169 † 0.033
Model Statistics
R sqaured 0.271 0.314 0.226 0.254 0.196 0.214 0.085 0.065
F 4.925 *** 7.902 *** 3.860 *** 5.896 *** 3.214 *** 4.693 *** 1.286 *** 1.268 ***
Change R squared 0.020 0.009 0.032 0.004 0.009 0.017 0.008 0.000
Change F 8.192 ** 5.020 * 12.382 *** 2.176 3.280 † 7.641 ** 2.558 0.143
Wave 2 Overall Resource 
Advantage
Wave 2 Number of Strong 
Advantages
Wave 2 Number of Strong 
Disadvantages
Wave 2 Inimitability of 
Most Important Resource
Nascent YoungNascent Young Nascent Young Nascent Young
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Table 5: Moderated Regression Results for Resource Position 
 
† p < 0.1 
* p<.05 
** p<.01 
*** p<.001 
Notes: Tests are two-sided for control variables, and one-sided for hypothesized variable. 
We report the summary statistics for model 1 (main effects) and model 2 (main and 
moderation effect). The change statistics reported are for the difference between the 
model including all control variables and model 1, and the difference between models 
1 and 2. 
Variables
Industry Dummys (Comparison = Retailing)
Hospitality 1.248 * 1.276 *
Consumer Services
-0.024 -0.263 0.079 0.153
Health, Education & Social Services 0.105 -0.454 0.497 † 0.520 *
Manufacturing, Mining & Utilities 0.098 0.024 -0.134 -0.089
Construction & Real Estate 0.137 0.166 0.062 0.120
Agriculture 0.138 0.213 0.147 0.136
Communication & Transportation
-0.120 -0.163 0.023 0.066
Business Consult., Fin. & Insur.
-0.056 -0.094 -0.089 -0.056
Business Classification
Home Business
-0.079 -0.106 0.244 † 0.285 *
Team (vs Solo)
-0.043 -0.061 0.021 -0.040
Spouse Team
-0.257 -0.330 † -0.127 -0.051
Services (vs Products) 0.026 -0.120 0.101 0.053
Human Capital
Education 0.073 0.013 -0.260 * -0.260 *
Start-up Experience
-0.158 -0.113 -0.126 -0.096
Management Experience
-0.042 -0.011 0.043 0.106
Business Advancement & Investments
No. of Gestation Activities
-0.013 -0.005
Percentage Relevant Completed 0.022 0.014
Sales (Log) 0.000 0.000
Hours Invested 0.263 0.231 0.019 0.055
Investment (Log)
-0.015 -0.052 -0.004 -0.006
Wave 1 Overall Resource Advantage 0.281 * 0.250 * 0.586 *** 0.588 ***
Wave 1 Bricolage 0.344 *** -0.473 † 0.030 -0.651 †
Opportunity Quality -0.065 * -0.307 *** -0.004 -0.191 *
Bricolage x Opportunity Quality 0.059 ** 0.047 *
Model Statistics
R sqaured 0.437 0.504 0.466 0.489
F 1.846 * 2.279 ** 2.746 ** 2.828 **
Change R squared 0.125 0.067 0.001 0.023
Change F 6.331 ** 7.554 ** 0.066 2.885 †
Nascent Firms Young Firms
Model 1 
Main Effects
Model 2 
Moderation
Model 1 
Main Effects
Model 2 
Moderation
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Figure 1: Moderated Influence of Bricolage and Opportunity Quality on 
Resource Position: High Potential Firms 
 
Nascent Firms 
 
Young Firms 
 
-1.2
-1
-0.8
-0.6
-0.4
-0.2
0
0.2
0.4
0.6
L H
Bricolage
Opportunity L
Opportunity H
-0.4
-0.3
-0.2
-0.1
0
0.1
0.2
0.3
0.4
0.5
L H
Bricolage
Opportunity L
Opportunity H
# 14516 
33 
REFERENCES 
Aldrich, H. E. (1999) Organizations Evolving. Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications. 
Aldrich, H. E., & Auster, E. R. (1986) Even dwarfs started small: Liabilities of age 
and size and their strategic implications. In B. M. Staw & L. L. Cummings 
(Eds.), Research in Organizational Behavior (Vol. 8, pp. 165-198). Greenwich, 
CT: JAI Press. 
Allen, K. & Stearns, T.M. (2004) Technology Handbook of Entrepreneurial 
Dynamics: The Process of Business Creation. W. Gartner, K. Shaver, N. M. 
Carter and P. Reynolds.(Eds). Thousand Oaks, CA, Sage. 
Alvarez, S. A., & Barney, J. B. (2002) Resourced-based theory and the 
entrepreneurial firm. In M. A. Hitt, R. D. Ireland, S. M. Camp & D. L. Sexton 
(Eds.), Strategic entrepreneurship: Creating a new mindset (pp. 89-105). Oxford: 
Blackwell Publishers. 
Baker, T. (2007). Resources in play: Bricolage in the Toy Store(y). Journal of 
Business Venturing 22(5): 694-711. 
Baker, T., & Nelson, R. E. (2005) Creating Something from Nothing: Resource 
Construction through Entrepreneurial Bricolage. Administrative Science 
Quarterly 50(3): 329. 
Barney, J. B. & Clark, D. N. (2007) Resource-Based Theory: Creating and 
Sustaining Competitive Advantage. London: Oxford University Press. 
Barney, J. B.(1986) Strategic Factor Markets: Expectations, Luck, and Business 
Strategy.  Management Science 32(10): 1231-1241. 
Brown, T. E., Davidsson, P., & Wiklund, J. (2001) An operationalization of 
Stevenson's conceptualization of entrepreneurship as opportunity-based firm 
behavior. Strategic Management Journal 22(10): 953. 
# 14516 
34 
Brush, C. G., Greene, P. G., & Hart, M. M. (2001). From initial idea to unique 
advantage: the entrepreneurial challenge of constructing a resource-base. 
Academy of Management Executive 15(1): 64-78. 
Busenitz, L. W. , & Barney, J.B. (1997). Differences between entrepreneurs and 
managers in small firms: Biases and heuristics in strategic decision-making. 
Journal of Business Venturing 12(1): 9-30. 
Chao, E. (1999). "The Maoist Shaman and the Madman: Ritual Bricolage, Failed 
Ritual, and Failed Ritual Theory." Cultural Anthropology 14(4): 505-534. 
Ciborra, C. U. (1996) The platform organization:  Recombining strategies, structures 
and surprises. Organization Science 7(2): 103-118. 
Ciborra, C., & Lanzara, G. G. (1990) Designing dynamic artifacts: computer systems 
as formative contexts. In P. Galiardi (Ed.), Symbols and artifacts. Berlin: De 
Gruyter. 
Cliff, J. E., Devereaux-Jennings, P., & Greenwood, R. (2006). New to the game and 
questioning the rules: The experiences and beliefs of founders who start imitative 
versus innovative firms. Journal of Business Venturing 21(5): 633-663.  
Cooper, A. C. & Gimeno-Gascon, F.J. (1992) Entrepreneurs, processes of founding 
and new firm performance. The State of the Art in Entrepreneurship. D. Sexton 
and J. Kasarda. Boston, MA, PWS Publishing Co. 
Dahlqvist, J. (2007). Measuring the market newness of new ventures. In J. Dahlqvist 
(Ed.), Assesing new economic activity: Jonkoping International Business school, 
Jonkoping University. 
Davidsson, P. & Delmar, F. (1997). High-growth firms and their contribution to 
employment: The case of Sweden 1987-96. Paris, OECD Working Party on 
SMEs. 
# 14516 
35 
Dennis, W. J. & Solomon, G. (2001) Changes in intention to grow over time. 
Babson/Kauffman Foundation Entrepreneurship Research Conference, 
Jonkoping, Sweden. 
Dent, J. N., & Hatton, E. (1996) Education and Poverty: An Australian primary 
school case study. Australian Journal of Education. 40(1): 46-64.  
DeVellis, R. F. (2003). Scale development: Theory and Applications (2nd Ed). 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 
Fiol, C.M, & O'Connor, E.J. (2003). Waking up! Mindfulness in the Face of 
Bandwagons. The Academy of Management Review 28(1): 54-70. 
Garud, R., & Karnoe, P. (2003) Bricolage versus breakthrough: distributed and 
embedded agency in technology entrepreneurship. Research Policy 32(2): 277–
300. 
Gundry, L. K., & Welsch, H. P. (2001) The ambitious entrepreneur: High growth 
strategies of women-owned enterprises. Journal of Business Venturing 16(5): 
453-470. 
Hatton, E. (1989) Levi-Strauss's "Bricolage" and Theorizing Teachers' Work. 
Anthropology & Education Quarterly. 20(2): 74-96. 
Hoopes, D.G.,  Madsen, T.L.,  & Walker,G. (2003). Guest Editors' Introduction to the 
Special Issue: Why Is There a Resource-Based View? Toward a Theory of 
Competitive Heterogeneity. Strategic Management Journal 24(10): 889-902. 
Lanzara, G. F. (1999) Between transient constructs and persistant structures:  
Designing systems in action. Journal of Strategic Information Systems 8(4): 331-
349. 
Levi-Strauss, C. (1967). The Savage Mind. Chicago, University of Chicago Press. 
# 14516 
36 
MacKay,R., Masrani, S., & McKiernan, P.(2006) Strategy options and cognitive 
freezing: The case of the Dundee jute industry in Scotland. Futures. 38(8): 925-
941. 
Madsen, E. L., Alsos, G. A., Borch, O. J., Ljunggren, E., & Brastad, B. (2006) 
Developing entrepreneurial orientation - The role of dynamic capabilities and 
intangible resources, RENT XX: Research in entrepreneurship and small 
businesses. Brussels, Belgium. 
Matthyssens,P., Vandenbempt, K., & Berghman, L.(2006) Value innovation in 
business markets: Breaking the industry recipe. Industrial Marketing 
Management. 35(8): 751-761. 
Naldi, L. (2008). Growth through Internationalization: A Knowledge Perspective on 
SMEs. JIBS Dissertation Series No. 47. Jönköping: Jönköping International 
Business School. 
Penrose, E. (1959) The Theory of the Growth of the Firm. Oxford: Oxford University 
Press. 
Reed E. Nelson, 2009, Southern Illinois University, personal communication. 
Reynolds, P. D. (1997) Who Starts New Firms? Preliminary Explorations of Firms-
in-Gestation. Small Business Economics 9(5): 449-462. 
Reynolds, P. D., & Miller, B. (1992) New firm gestation: conception, birth and 
implications for research. Journal of Business Venturing 7(5): 405-417. 
Spender, J.C. (1989) Industry Recipes:  The Nature and Sources of Managerial 
Judgement.  Oxford:  Blackwell. 
Stark, D. (1996) Recombinant Property in East European Capitalism. The American 
Journal of Sociology. 101 (4):993-1027. 
# 14516 
37 
Stewart, W. H. & Roth, P.L. (2001). "Risk propensity differences between 
entrepreneurs and managers: A meta-analytic review." Journal of Applied 
Psychology  86(1): 145–153. 
Stuart, R. W. & Abetti, P.A. (1990). "Impact of entrepreneurial and management 
experience on early performance." Journal of Business Venturing 5(3): 151-162. 
Thaler, Richard H.; Sunstein, Cass R. (2004) Market Efficiency and Rationality: The 
Peculiar Case of Baseball. Michigan Law Review 102(6): 1390-1403. 
USGPO (1992). Characteristics of Business Owners. Washington, D.C., Department 
of Commerce, Bureau of the Census: 311. 
Weick, K. (1979) The social psychology of organizing.  Reading, Mass: Addison-
Wesley. 
Wiklund, J., & Shepherd, D. (2003) Knowledge-based resources, entrepreneurial 
orientation, and the performance of small and medium-sized businesses. 
Strategic Management Journal 24(13): 1307. 
Winborg, J., & Landstrom, H. (2001) Financial bootstrapping in small business- 
examining small business managers’ resource acquisition behaviours. Journal of 
Business Venturing 16 (3): 235-254.  
Wong, P. W., Ho, Y. P., & Autio, E. (2005) Entrepreneurship, innovation and 
economic growth: Evidence from GEM data. Small Business Economics 24(3): 
335-350. 
 
                                                 
 
